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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 16 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding Claim 16, the phrases "the engine" and "the objectives of the 
organization" both lack antecedent basis. 

Regarding Claim 20, the phrase "limited to agenda" is grammatically incorrect 
because there is no article ("an" or "the") prior to "agenda", which renders said phrase 
ambiguous. Also, this instance of the word "agenda" lacks antecedent basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1, 5-8, 12-15, and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Alpdemir, U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0035474. 
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Regarding Claims 1, 8. and 15, Alpdemir discloses a method, system, and 
business model for an information system and service having business self- 
promotion features whereby consumers call an information center associated with a 
business using a regular telephone (Abstract, [0002] Lines 1-7, [0018], Fig. 1). A live 
agent may handle some calls ([0059], [01 10] Lines 1-7). A caller may submit a query 
pertaining to the activities of the business ([0002], [0018], [0085], [0094], [0141] 
Lines 1-5). The user's question can then be translated into Voice Extensible Markup 
Language (VXML) with a speech-to-text (STT) conversion engine ([0138] Lines 1-17, 
Fig. 1). Artificial intelligence is used in the processing and answering of the query 
([0141] Lines 7-9). A text-to-speech (TTS) engine and speech server are used to 
provide the answer to the caller (Abstract, [0139] Lines 1-5, [0143] Lines 1-11, Fig. 
1). 

Regarding Clainris 5 and 12, it is inherent that an artificial intelligence engine 
used for answering caller's queries would utilize the expertise and inputs associated 
with a live agent. 

Regarding Claims 6 and 13, Alpdemir discloses that a personal computer 
(PC), personal digital assistant (PDA), or other appliance capable of displaying 
HTML pages may submit a query to the information center (Abstract, [0139] Lines 
8-19, Fig. 1). 

Regarding Claim 7. the queries are limited to pertaining to the activities of the 
business, as outlined above. 
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Regarding Claim 14, Alpdemir discloses that a user may inquire about a 
category, a category and a location, or any item or combination of items ([0108]). 

Regarding Claim 18, a live agent may handle some calls, as outlined above. 

Regarding Claim 19, Alpdemir discloses that a query may be submitted via 
email ([0054]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent. may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alpdemir 
in view of Gavan et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,601 ,048, further in view of Dezonmo, U.S. 
Patent No. 6.233.333. 

Alpdemir does not expressly disclose the use of a caller call record by 
the artificial intelligence engine in the processing of a call. 

Gavan et. al. discloses a system and method for processing event 
records for the purposes of detecting and managing fraud (Abstract, Column 
2 Lines 18-28). Specifically, in the context of telecommunications fraud 
detection, artificial intelligence is used to monitor event records that are stored 
in a call history database, said records containing information pertaining to the 
identity of the caller and the called parties (Column 3 Lines 38-64, Column 11 
Lines 4-65, Figs. 2 and 4). 
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At the time that the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Alpdemir by providing for use 
of call records, said call records containing information pertaining to identity and 
contact history, by an artificial intelligence engine in the processing of a call. 

One of ordinary skill in th.e art would have been motivated to make this 
modification so as to provide a less rigid system of pattern analysis in the processing 
of a telecommunications traffic (Gavan et air. Column 2 Lines 6-15). 

Neither Alpdemir nor Gavan et al. expressly discloses the simultaneous 
delivery of a caller call record and said caller's call to a network device. 

Dezonmo discloses an apparatus and method for identifying a call record that 
is to be delivered from one automatic call distributor to another automatic call 
distributor (Abstract, Column 2 Line 60 to Column 3 Line 13, Figs. 1-2). Customer 
records for a caller, and said caller's call, are delivered to a selected agent 
simultaneously (Column 7 Lines 30-44). 

At the time that the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Alpdemir as modified by Gavan et al. 
by providing for the simultaneous delivery of a caller's call and call records to the 
artificial intelligence engine. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make this 
modification in order to expedite the handling of the call (Dezonmo: Column 7 Line 55 
to Column 8 Line 3). 
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7. Claims 3-4, 10-11,17, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alpdemir in view of Saylor et, al., U.S. Patent No. 6,792,086. 

Regarding Claims 3, 10, and 17, Alpdemir does not expressly disclose 
the conversion of an answer into an extensible markup language. 

Saylor et ai discloses a system and method whereby voice codes store 
content, said content being accessible by telephone (Abstract, Column 1 Lines 62- 
66, Column 5 Lines 12-14). A user calls a call processing center, and said call center 
processes an information request from said user via a voice browser module that 
uses speech recognition to interpret the user's request for information. This 
information may be disseminated by an organization whose purpose is commerce- 
related (Column 3 Lines 36-41, Column 5 Lines 41-42 and 55). The user may ask a 
business-related question (Column 17 Lines 13-16). The VXML information may be 
passed through a TTS in order to create a sound file that is subsequently played for 
the user (Column 8 Lines 16-34); alternatively, the VXML information may delivered 
to the user as a text file (Column 8 Lines 34-38). 

At the time that the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Alpdemir by providing for the 
conversion, by the Al engine, of the provided answer into an extensible markup 
language. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make this 
modification because the customer may be using a device that is more suited- to 
receiving an answer in extensible markup language form than in the form of 
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synthesized speech. 

Regarding Claims 4 and 1 1 , Alpdemir discloses that the requested information 
may be passed through a text-to-speech engine and speech server and played on the 
user's telephone (Abstract, [0139] Lines 1-5, [0143] Lines 1-11, Fig. 1). 

Regarding Claim 20, Alpdemir discloses a method, system, and business 
model for an information system and service having business self-promotion 
features whereby consumers call an information center associated with a business 
using a regular telephone (Abstract, [0002] Lines 1-7, [0018], Fig. 1). A live agent 
may handle sorne calls ([0059], [0110] Lines 1-7). A caller may submit a query 
pertaining to the activities of the business ([0002], [0018], [0085], [0094], [0141] 
Lines 1-5). The user's question can then be translated into Voice Extensible 
Markup Language (VXML) with a speech-to-text (STT) conversion engine ([0138] 
Lines 1-17, Fig. 1). Artificial intelligence is used in the processing and answering of 
the query ([0141] Lines 7-9). A text-to-speech (TTS) engine and speech server are 
used to provide, the answer to the caller (Abstract, [0139] Lines 1-5, [0143] Lines 1- 
11, Fig. 1). The requested information may be passed through a text-to-speech 
engine and speech server and played on the user's telephone (Abstract, [0139] 
Lines 1-5, [0143] Lines 1-11, Fig. 1). 

Alpdemir does not expressly disclose the conversion of an answer into 
an extensible markup language. 

Saylor et. al. discloses a system and method whereby voice codes store 
content, said content being accessible by telephone (Abstract, Column 1 Lines 62- 
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66, Column 5 Lines 12-14). A user calls a call processing center, and said call 
center processes an information request from said user via a voice browser 
module that uses speech recognition to interpret the user's request for information. 
This information may be disseminated by an organization whose purpose is 
commerce-related (Column 3 Lines 36-41, Column 5 Lines 41-42 and 55). The 
user may ask a business-related question (Column 17 Lines 13-16). An interpreter 
may be used to provide requested Voice XML information to the user (Column 8 
Lines 16-20). 

At the time that the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Alpdemir by providing for the 
conversion, by the Al engine, of the provided answer into an extensible markup 
language. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make this 
modification because the customer may be using a device that is more suited to 
receiving an answer in extensible markup language form than in the form of 
synthesized speech. 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alpdemir 
in view of Gavan et al. 

The metes and bounds of Claim 9 are broader than the metes and bounds of 
Claim 2. Therefore, the rejection of Claim 2, sans Dezonmo, applies to Claim 9. 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 17 January 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Regarding Claims 1, 8, and 15, Applicant asserts, on Pages 7-8,. that "Alpdemir 
does not disclose the use of an artificial intelligence engine for forming answers to 
questions from callers as claimed. The citation to Alpdemir pointed out by the Examiner 
(Paragraph 0141) does not provide a disclosure of the claimed use of an artificial 
intelligence engine to answer the call center queries at all. Instead, it describes 
"utilizing natural language speech recognition ("para, 0141, lines 2-3) and merely 
mentions that artificial intelligence is generally known and that there will be no 
description of artificial intelligence (See Alpdemir para [0141], line 8-9" ... and artificial 
intelligence are known in the art and not described in greater detail here"). There is no 
description of the actual use of artificial intelligence, just the statement that Al is known." 

Examiner directs Applicant's attention to the following excerpt from Paragraph 
0141: "Embodiments of the inventive system may desirably incorporate and utilize 
natural language speech recognition." This is the first sentence of Paragraph 0141 , and 
therefore, it is clear that the entirety of this Paragraph exists within the context of 
"embodiments of the inventive system". It is incumbent on the Applicant to explain why 
Alpdemir's statement regarding artificial intelligence, in this paragraph, is totally outside 
of this context, and not pertaining in any way to the inventive system, e.g., a system for 
providing answers to queries submitted via telephone. 
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Regarding Claims 2, 9, and 16, Applicant asserts, on Pages 8-9, that "Gavan, 
concerned with the entirely different issue of looking for fraud patterns in event records, 
fails to teach or disclose this feature. This use of artificial intelligence on call records to 
detect fraud patterns in [sic] entirely different from using it to generate context for 
answers to caller questions about the enterprise activities." 

Examiner directs Applicant's attention to the fact that Gavan et al. was not cited 
for disclosing anything pertaining to the formation of answers, by an Al engine, to 
queries; rather, Gavan ef. a/, was cited for disclosing an Al engine for the processing 
of telecommunications records, said records comprising identities and contact 
histories. This reference, along with Alpdemir, which discloses the use of Al in the 
answering of voice queries made via telephone, were cited as obviating Claims 2, 9, 
and 16, since together, these two references disclose each element of said Claims. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew W. Genack whose telephone number is 571- 
272-7541 . The examiner can normally be reached on Flex. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Due Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-7503, The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding Is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from tlie 
Patent Application Infomriation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Matthew Genack 




Examiner 
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